There is something different, something new in Christianity's dialogue with Buddhism over the past decade. Most of the works surveyed in this paper (see Bibliography) indicate a notable shift from the earlier "let's see the differences so we can establish the superiority" attitude to an approach which wants to take differences seriously, understand them correctly, in order to learn from them. The following pages will try to describe what this new attitude is discovering. After some preliminary considerations of the new attitude's methodology, I will highlight-much more is not possible-"converging insights" in four major areas of the Christian conversation with Buddhists. In each area I will also add my own reflections on how these new insights might be pursued in order to "correct" certain ambiguities in present-day Christian doctrine and practice.
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Christian interpretations, they express the willingness to affirm, and learn from, Buddhist experience and language of the Ultimate.
2. The immanence, non-duality, and suprapereonality of the Ultimate: While some authors express concern that Buddhist language often seems to dissolve any possible distinction between the Ultimate and the finite (Johnston, 1970 ,41,83-83; Fox, 10), the clear consensus is that to brand Buddhism as inescapably monistic is a rash judgment.
2 The Buddhist challenges the Christian to embrace the logically more frustrating but personally more rewarding experience of the unity and diversity of the Ultimate and the finite, of Nirvana and Samsara. While Sunyata truly is every finite reality, while each particular entity truly is (and is not just "a piece of) Sunyata, still "particularity really exists"; Sunyata is what it is, the Absolute, in every particular, so that we have "an interpénétration of Absolutes" and still only one Absolute (Fox, 48-50; Dumoulin, 1979b, 102-14) . This is mind-boggling indeed and therefore an invitation to Christians to stretch their minds towards a fuller appreciation of the immanence of God. As modern theologians recently and mystics through the centuries have reminded us, Christians have missed this immanent God because of their unbalanced insistence on His Otherness and Transcendence (Johnston, 1970,179) . In Buddhism we can detect the immanent God of the Johannine writings which, in defining God as love, portray him not as a doer but as the doing (in us) of something, a God whose "reality ... is not to be sought beyond the phenomenal" (Bruns, (30) (31) (32) (33) 46, 89) . Here is the God who cannot be localized, put in α place, either above the clouds or in our hearts (Johnston, 1971,24) . Here is a God truly encompassing, neither in us nor outside of us; but we and the world in Him (Kreeft, .
To experience, with the Buddhist, the immanence of the Absolute is to discover-or rediscover-that the relation between God and worldhumanity is not monistic (simple identity) or dualistic (clear distinction) but non-dualistic. A number of the authors suggest that any experience of God which has not yet felt this non-duality is incomplete or immature. The Cartesian "cogito," with its radical subject-object distinction, may be a profitable starting point for the natural sciences, but it constitutes a "false start" for our understanding of the Ultimate. Instead of beginning with distinctions, we can and should start with the original unity be tween the Ultimate and the finite-a unity which is available, Buddhists tell us, in a non-reflexive awareness which can best be described as "consciousness itself" or "pure consciousness" (Kreeft, 525; Merton,  1968, 23-24). In this consciousness, which is given with our very being, God is known neither as an objective reality nor simply as a subjective experience. God is known to be radically beyond our distinctions between subject and object. Therefore, when Christians speak of God as an objective other, they must remind themselves that they are speaking only quoad nos and not quoad the reality of God; and when Buddhists maintain that the Absolute is our subjective consciousness, they too must be reminded that they are speaking adverbally not adjectivally, i.e., they are describing how they experience the Absolute, not what the Absolute is (Kreeft, 525) . A true religious experience is the experience of God being subjective in us; it is to touch the "Single Center of all beings," the "still point of the turning world," the ipsum esse subsisting in us and we in it; it is an experience in which it is impossible neatly to locate our selves or the Self of God. The Ultimate and the finite, then, are not "one"; yet neither are they "two"; they make up a non-dual Reality in which both are and have their being in each other (Kreeft, 526-27; Merton, 1968, 9-13, 23-24, 71-73).
But does such a conversation with Buddhism still allow for a personal God? Reservations are voiced that the Buddhist perception of the non-duality between the Ultimate and the finite, while establishing a splendid vision of unity, easily renders meaningless any talk of personal community among humans or with God (Fox, ). Yet there are converging insights among the authors that the experience of Nirvana is not utterly devoid of personal qualities. Drummond finds a basis for this in the frequent references in Buddhist texts to Nirvana or the Dharma as "the Loverly" (124,193). C. Dünner and Merton go further. They claim that the Buddhist experience of Enlightenment is not contradictory to but can include the experience of "Being (which) has fallen in love with beings" so that a "secret name" of Being might well be "Father" (C. Dunne, 51-56, 39-41). Buddhist praxis indicates that to realize Nirvana as Absolute Reality is to experience it as "Absolute Love": "Pure Being is Infinite Compassion ... Absolute Emptiness is Absolute Compassion" (Merton, 1968, 84-87; Johnston, 1978, 67-68) . The majority of the authors, however, want to qualify such personal language. They accept the Buddhist admonition that much of Christianity's personal theism has limited and "offended" the Ultimate. God understood as Thou, for all its merits, has led to an anthropomorphized Deity, a totally-Other, who controls our lives or who can be used by humans to control their fellows. Buddhists therefore underscore the reminder of Ratzinger that "the personal dimension of God infinitely transcends human personhood, so that the concept of person, as much as it is illuminating, still proves to be an inadequate similitude" (in Dumoulin, 1974,168) . Our authors clumsily search for a more adequate language: God is personal but not a personality (Bruns, 45); God is 46 HORIZONS "pre-personal" (Dumoulin, 1974,164) , an "unpersonal personal" (Waidenfels, 181-82), "supra-personal." Better to admit that personal language of God is essentially inadequate, that God is both personal and impersonal (Robinson, . Only when one has felt and recognized this non-dual, more than personal quality of the Ultimate, can one fittingly address it as Thou (Lassalle, 68).
3. The Non-Being of God: Gilkey describes his reaction when, for the first time, a Buddhist (Masao Abe) asked him why Christian theology begins with being rather than nonbeing. It "blew my mind," he admits; and it led him to suggest that this focus on divine nonbeing might more deeply and coherently reveal the Christian God than has traditional "being-centered" Western theology (Gilkey, 2-3; Spae, 1979, 39-40; Johnston, 1978,115-25 ). God's reality and activity transcend and therefore include both being and nonbeing. Christian theologians have missed this. "God is being qualified dialectically and yet essentially by nonbeing, and so his mystery transcends the categories of both being and nonbeing. It is in this dialectical pattern ... that he manifests himself in all his works; and it is on this pattern alone that the self can find itself-by losing itself" (Gilkey, 10). Creation is possible only if God's being is "emptied," i.e., limited by nonbeing (Dumoulin, 1974, A Corrective for Christian Doctrinalism and Dualism 1. One of the aspects in Christian consciousness, both past and present, which stands in urgent need of a "Buddhist balance" is what might be termed "doctrinalism." Simply stated: Christianity seems to have taken its words and concepts, whether biblical or papal, much too seriously. This obsessive insistence on right words or doctrines (orthodoxy) blurs the fact that all religion originates from a deeply personal experience and not from an affirmation of propositions (Merton, 1968, 39-41, 56 ). Orthodoxy provides a clear and distinct concept of God which too easily becomes Freud's transcendent crutch for our insecurity and anxiety (Fernando, 1979, 93) . And the security of right knowing debilitates so readily the primacy of right acting.
Our Buddhist brothers and sisters remind us of what our mystics all along and our theologians in their better moments have admitted: that to experience and to know God is to encounter das Geheimnis schlechthin-absolute mystery! This is mystery which, as much as we are grasped by it and dare to speak of it, will always remain beyond our words and dogmas. Theology, therefore, if it is to be true to its task, must ultimately and always be a reductio in mysterium (Waldenfels, 186-89). And Christians, while they must "cling to God," need not and ought not to "cling to views and ideas about God" (Johnston, 1970,190 2. The Christian encounter with Buddha's understanding of the Ultimate can also be, I suggest, an invaluable aid in addressing another area of incoherence in Christian proclamation: dualism. Christianity, to be sure, proclaims itself as a "this-worldly" religion. More than any other of the world religions, it claims that it is best able to affirm and guide the "basic faith" of secularity in the ultimate value of this world and human involvement in it. And indeed, the central symbols of Christianity-kingdom, incarnation, resurrection-are this-worldly and non-dualistic in that they affirm a God intimately involved in history and working with human action. Yet despite the non-dualistic content of these symbols, despite the rallying calls of theologians to affirm this world, many Christians-and this includes theologians-remain "anonymous dualists." The reason for this is that they continue to interpret their non-dualistic symbols in a basically dualistic philosophical framework-usually traced back to Neo-Platonism.
Dualism, sometimes anonymously and sometimes quite consciously, infects and debilitates Christian affirmation of the humanum 48 HORIZONS and mundanum (Rupp, 38, 69). How can the dualistic "God of theism" be truly immanent in history when He is perfect unto himself, in need of no other, immutable and related to the world rationis tantum? How can life in this world truly prepare for and be part of the future Kingdom when, as even many theologians of hope insist, that Kingdom will arrive as an other-worldly "coming," not as a this-worldly "becoming," a "mighty act of God" carried out not because of but despite the actions of humans. The eternal significance of human action is thus jeopardized by the sovereignty of God's grace; at the most, human activity is meaningful only as an "admission ticket" to or a "proleptic sign" of another divine order.
3 How can we take the "supernatural existential," the non-dual relation of nature and grace seriously when, in the final analysis ("double gratuity!" nothing in us or in God requires the bestowal of grace?
Many Christian thinkers, liberation and especially process theologians, are attempting to root out this prevailing Christian dualism. Some of the converging insights in the new dialogue with Buddhists can be of vital help in enabling them to coherently explain what the symbols of incarnation and resurrection really imply. The Buddhist experience of the supra-personal immanence of the Absolute in the finite can confirm and perhaps refine the process notion of panentheism: God will not be seen so much as a Super-Being relating to finite beings but as the unitive Mystery which lives and moves and has its being within finite beings, as they have their being in It. And the paradoxical non-duality which Mahayana Buddhism claims to be the relation between Nirvana and Samsara will enable the Rahnerians to carry through with their notion of the supernatural existential and admit that "nature" cannot be without "grace," nor "grace" without "nature." A non-dualistic notion of God-world will also lend coherence to the claims of the liberation theologians, for if God is subjective in us, he cannot carry out his liberating action without us (nor we without him) so that our actions are his and the Kingdom we build here on earth is His Reality. The new conversation with Buddhism, then, would seem to enable Christians to become more fully and actively aware of the Non-Duality which is inherent, but often blurred, in the Christian vision. Christian discussions about the Buddhist view of Anatta/No-self have been, like the discussions about Nirvana, "completely equivocal" (Merton, 1968,118; Swearer, 75; Drummond, 138-40). Again, the blame can be pinned on an abuse of Buddhist language. In his talk about being a No-self, Buddha was not proposing a metaphysical doctrine but an ethical invitation; he was not arguing an "eternalist" or an "annihilationist ,, concept of the soul but urging a radically different way of experiencing ourselves and the selves ofothers (Swearer, 179-80; deSilva, 30-32). The problem is that Christians have understood that language much too literally; or they have taken their own language about the "new self" or about the "self in Christ" so literally and simplistically that they are blind to the possible complementarity between the No-Self and the New Self (Merton, 1968, 118) . In fact, some would argue that Anatta is a via negationis and the New-self a via affirmationis, both trying to draw us, along quite different paths, to the same amazing discovery: that the human self can be so transformed, in consciousness and in way of acting, that it no longer resembles the self it thought it was. It is so new as not to be the original self (C. Dunne, 65-67; Swearer, 80; Drummond, 142, 147; Merton, 1968, 76-77; Kreeft, 520).
The Meaning of Anatta:
Recognizing past misunderstandings of Anatta, our authors move on, in surprising agreement, to try to grasp what the Buddhist No-self really implies. They recognize that Buddhism provides Christians with an opportunity to know and experience that the true reality of the person does not consist in being an Individuum, a given entity; rather, the true self is radically, essentially, constantly in relation to other selves and to all reality; its "being" is constantly one of ongoing "dependent co-origination"; its being is relating. Therefore, the true self is a selfless self, constantly losing-finding its self in its relations with others (deSilva, , 151-52) . It is an experience in which we become aware of the claim of the mystics that "the soul is God" (Johnston, 1970,75) ; or, phrased more cautiously, "... that God is (among other things) my true identity" (Kreeft, 521) . In arriving at the depths of our consciousness we discover that there is no self-consciousness ; rather, we are conscious of ourselves with the consciousness of God; we truly participate "in the mind of Christ" (Phil. 2,5). This experience is not only one of immense peace in that it affirms the value of our divine being; but also, in it we find ourselves operating out of a new principium, a new center which is no longer the selfconcerned, ratiocinating ego. We no longer find ourselves "obeying" God's law, but simply being and carrying out our true identity: a No-self at one with God and others (Swearer, 82-83; Franck, 134).
The Fall: A number of the authors find that the Buddhist understanding of Anatta provides needed clarification for the Christian notion of Sin and the Fall. In the light of our true nature as No-selves, our
sinfulness is not seen as a corruption of human nature due to some past event; "original sin" is not an ontological separation from God. Rather, the root cause and essence of our sinfulness is ignorance-the pseudoknowledge acquired from eating of the Tree of Knowledge which leads us to think that we are individuals and that the purpose of existence is to maintain and augment that individuality (Franck, 97) . Sin stems from a false self-consciousness which makes the self aware of what is good or evil for itself (Merton, 1968,127) . The Fall, therefore, is the prevailing disposition of humans-fostered through generations of collective bad karma-"to treat the ego as objects of desire or of repulsion" (Merton, 1968, 82-83; Fox, 60; Drummond, 101-02; Dumoulin, 1979a, 22-26).
A Corrective for Christian Individualism
Perhaps the most valuable lesson which Christianity can learn from these converging insights concerning the Anatta-doctrine is to recognize the individualism which has infected the church's all too Western interpretation of the Gospel. In our present state of world affairs, this lesson appears more urgent than ever. The undialectical affirmation of the self and of being which animates so much of Western politics, economics, philosophy, and theology, "maybe," in Gilkey's words, "the principle of world destruction" (8). The inability to see the value of non-being and of the No-self, the insistence that the welfare and growth Knitter: New Dialogue with Buddhism 51 of the individual self or the national self cannot be jeopardized has led to the domination and exploitation of other selves and of nature, making earth an endangered planet. How much has the church bought into and even fostered this insidious sacrality of the self? The new conversation with Buddhism is suggesting to Christians that they will not be able to make a meaningful contribution to "a new world order" unless they and their theologians (even process theologians!) rid themselves of the vestiges of Western Substantialist and existentialist philosophy and its overemphasis on the ultimate value and inviolability of the individual.
It must be stressed that to learn from the Buddhist No-self is not simply a matter of Christians affirming more clearly what they already know. It will lead to a radical revision of Christian attitudes. It will help bring about what John Cobb feels is a much needed "postpersonal form of Christian existence, in which Western Christianity is finally able to free itself from its attachment to individualized personal existence as a final good" and in which "interpersonal (and international) relations can be understood in a different way."
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It is only this post-personal form of Christian existence, which understands the True Self as the Selfless Self, that will enable Christianity, together with Buddhism, to further the "quantum leap" which humanity today must make if its evolution is to continue: the evolutionary leap from individuality to communality, from a world of divided, warring tribes to a "global village" (Franck, (86) (87) . Only if human beings cease understanding themselves as individuals, only if they profoundly realize that to be themselves they must be part of othersonly then will they be able to form authentic community, whether in the church or among nations; only then will they be able to get beyond the patriotism and nationalism that continue to hamstring efforts for global community (deSilva, 146-59; Fox, 71).
IV. Value of This World and of Action in It
Converging Insights 1. Buddhism not world-denying: While many of the authors recognize the potential for Buddhism, especially when understood monistorically, to be a "cop-out" on history (Rupp, 51, 54; Dhavamony, 53), they voice a practically unanimous opinion that Buddhism is not essentially a world-denying religion. To judge it so is to fall prey to Western scholars' all too simplistic dichotomy between the mystical, passive religions of the East and the prophetic, active religions of the West (Johnston, 1978, 10 Spae, 1977, 22) . In doing this, Buddhism is returning (like Christianity) to its early sources and proving its "original universal character" which is "essentially humanistic" (Dumoulin, 1974 , 61; id., 1979b, 84-87) .
The authors agree that from what we can know of the original message of Gautama, the First Noble Truth does not imply a condemnation of the finite world and life in it. Rather, the First Truth reveals that, since all finite reality is in constant "dependent co-origination," everything is a "no-thing" and must not be made absolute. To make anything in the world ultimate and to hold on to it with all one's being is to grasp at an ultimately disappointing idol (Drummond, 186-88; Swearer, 62-68; Kreeft, 527). Realizing this, one can "sit loose in the saddle" as one moves on to an active involvement in the world (Drummond, 107-09 
Are history and evil real?
It is not easy to focus a clear consensus among the authors concerning their interpretations of Buddhism's response to this question. As we have seen, Gautama's original message and especially its Mahayanist interpretation contain a recognition of the need to act in the world. But many of our authors point out that it is difficult for Buddhists to coherently ground this need to act in a recognition that time and process are real, that there is the genuine possibility of things going wrong and that therefore it is necessary to counteract evil and work for a better world (Rupp, 50-52; Merton, 1968,132; Robinson, 94). There is, then, a general recognition among the authors that in these areas of the dialogue, Buddhists perhaps have much to learn from Christians (Spae, 1977, 23) .
But the warning is voiced that it is too simplistic to brand the Buddhist experience of time as cyclic. Given the central Buddhist affirmation that bad karma can be overcome and that there is a process of rebirths, one might better speak of an upward spiral movement or time within Samsara (Spae, 1977, 4; Dumoulin, 1979b, 119-24) . But more importantly, it is recognized that the Buddhist insistence that the full ness of Reality is to be experienced in the Now is not totally opposed to the Christian insistence on history. In fact, the Buddhist Now is a needed balance for Christianity's exaggerated concern with the historical which tends to place "salvation" primarily in a fact of the past and leads to a fundamentalistic "absolutizing [of] the relativities of history" (Robin son, 54-55). Also, Christianity's preoccupation with the future tends to blur the fact that while Jesus proclaimed the Kingdom to come, he also, paradoxically, announced that it is now (Merton, 1968, 138) .
Concerning the reality of evil, many of the authors remind us that it is again an abuse of Buddhist language simply to conclude that if evil is described as an "illusion" it is therefore not real. For Buddhism, there is no dualistic distinction between the subjective and the objective orders, between the ordo cognoscendi and the ordo essendi. Therefore, "... a change (or a lack) in consciousness is also a change (or lack) in the real" (Rupp, 38) . This is corroborated if we take seriously Socrates' and New man's equation between true knowledge and true virtue; what we truly know (Newman's "real assent") or do not know really affects and is what we are or are not (Kreeft, 528). If all this is then understood within the framework of the Buddhist experience of Reality-as-Now, we can hap pily recognize that while we must strain all efforts to overcome the present real evil of ignorance, ultimately all evil and all ignorance is not real; every instance of evil is a "felix culpa 9 ' (Kreeft, 535). In Buddhist terms, all ignorance is contained and overcome in the fullness and the dynamic interrelatedness of Nirvana; in complementary Christian terms, all evil can and will be an occasion for good and for greater unity, i.e., an occasion by which the Kingdom-to-be is realized as the Kingdom-now. Ultimately, evil is an illusion. "Death, where is thy sting?" (1 Cor. 15:55).
3. The natural need to act in the world: These converging insights as to the "illusion" of history and evil are confirmed by further insights among our authors concerning the Buddhist (especially Mahayanist) non-dual distinction between prajna/bodhi (wisdom) and Καηιηα (com passion). To be swept away by wisdom into the quiet sea of Sunyata is also to be swept up into the dynamic stream of compassion for all beings. It is impossible truly to be wise without actively being compassionate. Some of the authors mention the frequent Christian claim that karuna is not the same as agape since it does not really admit of any "other" to love; but they go on to point out that while this may be true in theory, there is no difference between the Buddhist practice of compassion and the Christian practice of charity. Evidently, such theory is missing something (Dumoulin, 1974, 119-20; Kreeft, 534) . As to the further Christian claim that karuna aims at bringing others to enlightenment, while agape is intent on changing both the person and society, Fox responds that compassion "will do whatever it must to awaken men to wisdom"; and that includes the relief of poverty, the abolition of oppression, the establishment of a just social-political order (62-66). For the Buddhist, the fundamental motivation for such efforts towards social change is not the intrinsic superiority of one social-economic order over another but the desire that all men and women experience enlightenment and know the relativity of all individuals and theories. Fox, however, adds that in regard to the relative adequacy of any one social system, Buddhism shows a greater affinity for socialism than for capitalism (74-79).
A Corrective for Christian Activism
Thanks to liberation/political theologians, Christians today are becoming more aware that Christian life in the recent past has been excessively a matter of "individual piety," that today they are called to act in the world, that liberating praxis is of the essence of the Gospel. In order to carry out this urgent program of liberation and to avoid certain excesses of their own, liberation theologians can learn much from the new dialogue with Buddhism. Their Buddhist brothers and sisters offer them two crucially important insights into why praxis so easily becomes activism, or, why there can be no effective liberation without spirituality.
First, the new conversation with Buddhism, as described in this section, tells the liberation theologian that it is not sufficient that liberation praxis be based on careful social analysis and on a concrete political program; it must also be grounded in the individual's contemplative or mystical experience of his/her and the world's nondual relation with God. Praxis must be fruitfully wedded not only to theoria but also to sophia. Base Communities must foster not only a social "raising of consciousness" (concienciamento) but also a mystical "deepening of consciousness." Buddhists would offer a number of reasons for this.
-Only if our praxis is rooted in and sustained by the profound nirvanic realization that our actions are God's, that they are not just our feeble efforts but part of a larger, indefatigable divine process-only then will we truly know what we are doing; only then will we continue doing it in face of the crucifying opposition that all social liberation confronts. Without such mystical grounding, our acts become activism: isolated, scattered, frantic, mindless (Merton, 1975, 349 ).
-Also, while Buddhists will learn from the liberation theologian that sin is systemic, part of social structures, they will also remind the liberationist that the root problem is not social structures but human consciousness. Yes, sin does infect the body politic, and the body may be so infected that immediate, even revolutionary surgery is needed. Yet the Buddhist warns that the infecting bacteria is human ignorance, a false consciousness which, because it believes in individual egos, creates a false picture of society. Only if this bacteria, this false consciousness is destroyed can social structures truly be changed.
-Buddhism therefore clarifies both the means and the ultimate goal of liberation praxis. The final end of all social involvement is not to fashion a new social order or to dethrone multinational tyrants or to remove poverty and hunger (although these certainly are immediate and urgent ends); rather, the principal goal of liberation is to bring all men and women to personal enlightenment, to a mystical experience of their No-selves and essential interrelatedness in the Kingdom. Such enlightenment must also be considered part of the necessary means to the ultimate end. If it is not, the immediate achievements of social change and dethronement of tyrants will be short-lived.
Second, the new conversation with Buddhism tells liberation theologians that if their praxis is not to become activism, it must not only be grounded in contemplation; it must also be detached from its own action. The Buddhist insistence on detachment and the Christian insistence on involvement must paradoxically and creatively include each other. "..
.[T]he mystical centre needs the prophetic centre if it is not to become airborne
But equally the prophetic centre needs the mystical centre if it is not to become arrogant, narrow and unlovely..." (Robinson, 64-65). If we are not truly detached from our praxis we all too easily consider our action the only way to effect change; we are inclined to crush anyone in its way; or we ourselves are crushed when our actions do not yield their intended fruits. To be truly free for action and involvement we must be free from it. And this freedom is the fruit of the mystical experience by which we know that our feeble actions are part of a larger liberation-process, and that while in the moment they are necessary, in an ultimate sense, they are not. We can act without seeking the fruits of our actions. The mystical experience of our nonduality with God/Kingdom embues us with "the double capacity to be fully and effectively invested in what one takes to be morally required activity; and yet also to be able to stand back and laugh at oneself" (Rupp, 83). It equips a person with "the freedom from concern that goes with being simply what he is and accepting things as they are in order to work with them as he can" (Merton, 1968,31) . The Buddhist insistence on detachment, then, enables liberation theologians to appropriate, in their praxis, the full implications of the traditional Christian doctrine that we are liberated "by grace" and not by our works in themselves; it enables them to grasp the freedom-from-and-for acting contained in the Gospel images of being like the birds of the air and the lilies of the field, of not being overconcerned with what we shall eat or wear in order to seek first the Kingdom of God in the assurance that then all will be added and liberation will take place.
This study has tried to show that the new Christian conversation with Buddhists is just such a "clarifying, completing and correcting" dialogue. In understanding better their Buddhist brothers and sisters, Christians have the opportunity to understand better that their God is beyond all words and truly immanent in the world, that they themselves are radically social beings able to transform society only if they mysti cally realize this, and that their Savior is a Christ who defines God but does not confine Him. 
